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1 The term ‘mock-interviewer’ used in this thesis, refers to participants who completed a witness interview 
observation task. The ‘mock-interviewers’ were instructed to watch a recorded interview, they did not engage 



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Table	2.	1   
Number of participants who referred to the identified themes during their interviews. 
	 Participants	who	mentioned	a	theme	
							 P1	 P2	 P3	 P4	 P5	 P6	 P7	 P8	 	 Total	
	
1	Overarching	cognitive	demands	of	interviewing	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
		1A	The	interviewer’s	cognitive	
processing		
√	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 	 8	
		1B	The	investigative	context		 √	 √	 √	 	 √	 √	 √	 √	 	 7	




√	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 	 8	
		2B	The	interviewee’s	needs	and	their	
contribution			
√	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 	 8	
3	Consequences	and	impact	of	cognitive	demands	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
		3A	Performance	in	interviews	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 	 8	
		3B	Effect	of	cognitive	demands	on	the	
interviewer	
√	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 √	 	 8	
		3C	Strategies	to	prepare	for	and	
conduct	interviews	
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































differences	in	the	results.	For completeness, the data of all participants, including those aged 71 years old, 













































































5 Mean time (in seconds) for writing down 10 follow-up questions; HCL, M = 256.03 (SD = 72.64); MCL, M = 
260.81 (SD = 72.55); NCL, M = 285.18 (SD = 65.39). The differences were not significant F (2, 96) = 1.61, p = 











































































































Condition	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI		 						M	(SD)	 95%	CI	
HCL	 116.5	(44.19)	 [101.4,	131.6]	 0.91	(0.39)	 [0.90,	0.93]	
MCL	 137.3	(32.77)	 [125.7,	148.9]	 0.92	(0.42)	 [0.91,	0.94]	















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Answers	 R/K/G	 HCL	 NCL	 	 	 	
	 	 Mean	 SD	 Mean	 SD	 t(1,100)	 p	 d	
All	answers	 Remember	 .50	 .16	 .60	 .17	 9.66	 .002	 .61	
	 Know	 .25	 .11	 .23	 .15	 	.81	 .370	 .15	
	 Guess	 .25	 .11	 .17	 .10	 15.19	 <.001	 .77	
Correct	answers	 Remember	 .62	 .17	 .71	 .19	 2.38	 .019	 .50	
	 Know	 .25	 .14	 .22	 .17	 -1.07	 .289	 .19	
	 Guess	 .13	 .09	 .08	 .07	 -3.22	 .002	 .63	
Incorrect	answers	 Remember	 .07	 .13	 .03	 .12	 -1.57	 .120	 .32	
	 Know	 .24	 .23	 .27	 .32	 .65	 .517	 .11	































Answers	 R/K/G	 HCL	 NCL	 	 	 	
	 	 Mean	 SD	 Mean	 SD	 t(1,100)	 p	 d	
All	answers	 Remember	 .25	 .17	 .29	 .18	 1.30	 .257	 .23	
	 Know	 .33	 .15	 .37	 .16	 1.06	 .305	 .26	
	 Guess	 .41	 .16	 .34	 .17	 4.72	 .032	 .43	
Correct	answers	 Remember	 .37	 .23	 .40	 .22	 .70	 .485	 .13	
	 Know	 .33	 .15	 .37	 .16	 1.06	 .305	 .26	
	 Guess	 .29	 .21	 .21	 .15	 -2.17	 .033	 .44	
Incorrect	answers	 Remember	 .18	 .18	 .20	 .19	 .50	 .615	 .11	
	 Know	 .34	 .17	 .36	 .21	 .66	 .514	 .11	


















	 	 	 HCL	 	 NCL	 	 				 F(1,100)	 p	 d	 	
	 	 	 Mean	 SD	 Mean	 SD	 	 	 	
Remember	details	 .15	 .12	 .16	 .10	 			 .13	 	 .715	 .09	
Know	details	 	 .13	 .09	 .15	 .09	 			 1.31	 	 .256	 .22	





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Note	taking	condition	 N	 Mean	 SD	
FNT	(Access	to	notes)	 	 26		 37.46		 7.83		
SNT	(Access	to	notes)	 	 26		 34.77		 9.09		
FNT	(No	access	to	notes)		 26		 35.62		 6.99		
SNT	(No	access	to	notes)	 	 26		 32.77		 7.77		



















Condition	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	 	
FNT	(access)	 58.09	(12.10)	 [53.20,	62.98]	 64.36	(9.86)	 [60.38,	68.34]	 	
SNT	(access)	 60.94	(13.87)	 [55.33,	66.54]	 60.58	(11.69)	 [55.85,	65.30]	 	
FNT	(no	access)	 55.45	(14.62)	 [49.54,	61.35]	 63.71	(13.35)	 [58.31,	69.10]	 	
SNT	(no	access)	 59.95	(11.40)	 [55.35,	64.55]	 63.09	(12.58)	 [58.01,	68.17]	 	





















Condition	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	 	
FNT	(access)	 110.81	(27.23)	 [97.96,	123.65]	 .73	(.09)	 [.70,	.77]	
SNT	(access)	 121.96	(26.88)	 [110.97,	133.05]	 .76	(.07)	 [.73,	.79]	
FNT	(no	access)	 111.88	(23.86)	 [101.80,	121.95]	 .72	(.07)	 [.69,	.75]	
SNT	(no	access)	 112.04	(28.52)	 [100.27,	123.81]	 .73	(.07)	 [.70,	.75]	

































































































































































































































































































































































































































Conditions	 WMC	point	 t	(129)	 p	 CI	[LL,	UL]	 d	
SNT	vs	NNT	 Low	 2.43	 .017	 2.19,	21.37	 .43	
	 Medium	 3.92	 <.001	 6.19,	18.81	 .69	
	 High	 2.74	 .007	 3.61,	22.42	 .48	
FNT	vs	NNT	 Low	 .19	 .851	 -9.28,	11.24	 .03	
	 Medium	 2.83	 .006	 2.68,	15.14	 .50	













































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	 ABE	 	 PEACE	 	
	 Serious	 Less	serious	 Serious	 Less	serious	
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	 Condition	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	
Correct	 HCL	 106.29	(42.50)	 [92.31,	120.28]	
	 MCL	 127.09	(40.09)	 [115.80,	138.38]	
	 NCL	 127.84	(51.28)	 [109.36,	146.33]	
Incorrect	 HCL	 5.94	(3.05)	 [4.88,	7.01]	
	 MCL	 6.42	(3.59)	 [5.15,	7.70]	
	 NCL	 4.59	(3.17)	 [3.45,	5.74]	
Confabulation	 HCL	 4.26	(5.17)	 [2.46,	6.07]	
	 MCL	 3.76	(3.87)	 [2.38,	5.13]	
	 NCL	 1.59	(2.31)	 [	.76,	2.42]	
Ambiguity	 HCL	 5.38	(4.12)	 [3.95,	6.82]	
	 MCL	 5.21	(3.87)	 [3.84,	6.58]	







	 Condition	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	
Correct	 HCL	 	15.82	(5.55)	 [13.87,	17.06]	
	 MCL	 18.73	(5.67)	 [16.72,	20.74]	
	 NCL	 22.06	(6.14)	 [19.85,	24.28]	
Partially	correct	 HCL	 7.47	(2.05)	 [6.67,	8.19]	
	 MCL	 7.27	(2.71)	 [6.13,	8.23]	
	 NCL	 6.13	(1.83)	 [5.47,	6.78]	
Incorrect	 HCL	 8.26	(3.73)	 [6.96,	9.57]	
	 MCL	 6.94	(4.01)	 [5.52,	8.36]	
	 NCL	 6.31	(3.51)	 [5.05,	7.58]	
Don’t	know	 HCL	 8.29	(3.73)	 [6.42,	10.16]	
	 MCL	 6.85	(4.97	 [5.09.	8.61]	






































-.398**	 -.246*	 1	 	 4.58	 1.08	
Ease	of	thinking	
of	questions	














Question	 Condition	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	
Confidence	in	memory	accuracy	 HCL	 	4.24	(1.42)	 [3.74,	4.73]	
	 MCL	 4.61	(.93)	 [4.28,	4.94]	
	 NCL	 4.69	(.86)	 [4.34,	5.00]	
Motivation	to	remember	account	 HCL	 5.59	(1.28)	 [5.14,	6.04]	
	 MCL	 5.76	(1.12)	 [5.36,	6.15]	
	 NCL	 5.66	(1.07)	 [5.27,	6.04]	
Ease	of	remembering	account	 HCL	 4.74	(1.02)	 [4.38,	5.09]	
	 MCL	 4.36	(1.14)	 [3.96,	4.77]	
	 NCL	 4.63	(1.07)	 [4.24,	5.01]	
Ease	of	coming	up	with	questions	 HCL	 5.03	(1.27)	 [4.59,	5.47]	
	 MCL	 4.82	(1.76)	 [4.19,	5.44]	
	 NCL	 5.03	(1.31)	 [4.56,	5.50]	





















































































          
 





    
 







Witness	1	 Witness	2	 Witness	3	 Witness	4	 Witness	5	
1	 Four	
friends	






3	 Nightclub	 Nightclub	 Clouds	 Nightclub	 Nightclub	
	
































10	 Punched		 Punched	 Punched	 Punched	 Punched	in	
the	face	





13	 Exit	 Exit	 Fire	exit	 Exit	 Exit	
	
14	 Jacket	 Jacket	 Jacket	 Black	jacket	
		
Jacket	
15	 Friend	 Friend	 Friend	 Friend	 Jenny	
	















19	 Trousers	 Trousers	 Trousers	 Blue	
Trousers	
Trousers	
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37	 Where	was	the	busker	playing?	 Outside	train	station	 2	
38	 What	colour	was	the	man’s	overcoat?	 Blue	 1	

























Condition	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	 	
FNT	(access)	 58.09	(12.10)	 [53.20,	62.98]	 	
SNT	(access)	 60.94	(13.87)	 [55.34,	66.54]	 	
FNT	(no	access)	 55.45	(14.62)	 [49.54,	61.35]	 	
SNT	(no	access)	 59.95	(11.40)	 [55.35,	64.55]	 	







Condition	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	 M	(SD)	 95%	CI	 	
FNT	(access)	 110.81	(27.23)	 [97.96,	123.65]	 .73	(.09)	 [.70,	.77]	
SNT	(access)	 121.96	(26.88)	 [110.97,	133.05]	 .76	(.07)	 [.73,	.79]	
FNT	(no	access)	 111.88	(23.86)	 [101.80,	121.95]	 .70	(.09)	 [.68,	.75]	
SNT	(no	access)	 112.04	(28.52)	 [100.27,	123.81]	 .71	(.09)	 [.68,	.75]	













	 	 	 Control	 Access	 No	Access	
Condition	 M	 SD	 NNT	 FNT		 SNT		 FNT		 SNT		
NNT	(control)	 .70	 .08	 	 	 	 	 	
FNT	(access)	 .73	 .09	 p	=	.383	 	 	 	 	
SNT	(access)	 .76	 .07	 p	=	.022	 p	=	.700	 	 	 	
FNT	(no	access)	 .72	 .07	 p	=	.844	 p	=	.948	 p	=	.279	 	 	






	 	 	 Control	 Access	 No	Access	
Condition	 M	 SD	 NNT	 FNT		 SNT		 FNT		 SNT		
NNT	(control)	 56.25	 13.07	 	 	 	 	 	
FNT	(access)	 64.73	 15.13	 p	=	.070	 	 	 	 	
SNT	(access)	 71.25	 10.54	 p	=	.001	 p	=	.414	 	 	 	
FNT	(no	access)	 66.50	 13.03	 p	=	.051	 p	=	.989	 p	=	.712	 	 	














	 No	access	to	notes		 Access	to	notes		 	 	 	
DV	 N	 M	(SD)	 N	 M	(SD)	 t	(df)	 p	 d	
PCL	‘recall	task’	 52	 63.40	(12.85)	 52	 62.47	(10.88)	 .40	(102)	 .691	 .08	
FR	amount	of	details	 49	 111.96	(26.07)	 51	 116.27	(29.73)	 .77	(98)	 .443	 .16	
FR	proportion	correct	details	 49	 .72	(.07)	 51	 .75	(.08)	 1.69	(98)	 .094	 .34	













	 M	 SD	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	
1.	Confidence	in	
memory	
4.82	 .92	 	 	 	 	 	
2.	Motivation	to	
remember	
5.77	 .98	 .357**	 	 	 	 	
3.	Ease	of	
remembering	
4.26	 1.24	 -.434**	 -.155	 	 	 	
4.	Motivation	to	
think	of	questions	
4.72	 1.59	 .178*	 .116	 .905	 	 	
5.	Ease	of	generating	
questions	
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